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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CGC-24-619662 


YOLANDA SOLEDAD SULLON 
Plaintiff(s), 


vs. 
LATINO TASK FORCE; and DOES 1 through 


) 

) 

) 

) 
50, inclusive, Defendant(s).  ) 1. Wrongful Termination in Violation of 
) Public Policy 
) 2. Retaliation (California Labor Code § 
1102.5) 
) 3. Age Discrimination (California FEHA) 
) 4. Violation of California Employment 
) 
) 
) 


Rights 


INTRODUCTION 

1. Plaintiff, Yolanda Soledad Sullon (‘Plaintiff’), by and through her attorney, files this 
Complaint against Defendant, the Latino Task Force (“LTF”), and DOES 1 through 50, inclusive 
(collectively, “Defendants”), seeking damages and injunctive relief for wrongful termination, 
retaliation, age discrimination, and violations of her employment rights under California law. 

2. Plaintiff alleges that her termination from employment was the result of illegal and 
discriminatory actions by Defendants, in violation of the public policy of the State of California, 
California Labor Code § 1102.5, and the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), among other 
statutory protections. 
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PARTIES 
3. Plaintiff, Yolanda Soledad Sullon, is an individual residing in California. At all times 
relevant, Plaintiff was employed by Defendant in San Francisco, California. 
4. Defendant, Latino Task Force, is a California entity operating in San Francisco County. At 
all times mentioned, LTF employed Plaintiff and maintained a duty to comply with California labor 
laws, including FEHA and other statutory protections afforded to employees. 
5. Plaintiff is unaware of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued herein as DOES 1 
through 50, inclusive, and therefore sues these Defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiff will 
amend this Complaint to allege their true names and capacities when ascertained. 
JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
6. This Court has jurisdiction as this matter involves violations of California statutes governing 
employment rights. 
T7. Venue is proper in this Court as the acts giving rise to this Complaint occurred in the County 
of San Francisco, where Defendant Latino Task Force maintains its operations. 
FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
8. Plaintiff began her employment with LTF on or around April 29, 2022, initially working 
part-time and transitioning to a full-time position in July 2022. 
9, Due to her undocumented status, Plaintiff was not issued a Social Security number or ITIN, 
and her wages were disbursed via Akimbo debit cards instead of traditional payroll, causing delays 
and additional fees. 
10. Plaintiff consistently fulfilled her job duties as a Housing Team member, attended training, 
and participated in housing programs as a key member of the team. 
11. In July 2023, Plaintiff raised concerns about potential nepotism and irregularities in the 
move-in cost application process involving relatives of another employee, Ana Plaza. Rather than 
addressing these concerns, Plaintiff was met with a confrontational response and threats of 
disciplinary action by her supervisor, Sharon Herrera. 
12. Plaintiff was verbally assured of continued employment for the 2023-2024 fiscal year. 


However, on July 28, 2023, Plaintiff was abruptly terminated by Maritza Gomez, citing a “lack of 


ise 


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 


NH OW A ù N e 


~ 


funding.” Evidence suggests that this termination was pretextual and directly retaliatory in response 
to Plaintiff's expressed concerns regarding potential nepotism and favoritism within LTF. 
13. Plaintiff, who is over 40 years of age, also experienced age discrimination, exclusion from 
team initiatives, and undue complaints, particularly when compared to younger employees with 
specific legal statuses or personal connections to the organization. 
CAUSES OF ACTION 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Wrongful Termination in Violation of Public Policy) 
14. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 
15. California law prohibits employers from terminating employees in retaliation for engaging 
in protected activities, including reporting suspected illegal activities or violations of public policy. 
(Wilson v. Cable News Network, Inc., 7 Cal. 5th 871). 
16. Plaintiff s termination was in direct violation of public policy, as she was terminated for 
raising concerns of nepotism, which constitutes a protected activity. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Retaliation - California Labor Code § 1102.5) 

17. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 
18. California Labor Code § 1102.5 prohibits employers from retaliating against employees who 
disclose information to a government agency or authority if they reasonably believe it reflects a 
legal or regulatory violation. 
19. Plaintiff disclosed potential favoritism within the housing application process to her 
supervisor and a Catholic Charities worker, satisfying the criteria for a protected activity. Her 
termination soon after reporting this information establishes a clear causal connection for 
retaliation. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Age Discrimination - FEHA) 


20. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 
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21. Under the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), it is unlawful to 
discriminate against employees based on age (California Government Code § 12940). 
22: Plaintiff, who was over 40 and performing her job satisfactorily, was subjected to adverse 
employment actions, including termination, exclusion from team initiatives, and unfounded 
complaints, which were motivated by her age. 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Violation of Employment Rights and Protections) 
23. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 
24. California law ensures that all employees, regardless of documentation status, are entitled to 
fair labor protections. 
25. The use of Akimbo debit cards rather than payroll, and subsequent wage delays and fees, 
does not absolve Defendant of its duty to provide fair treatment and compensation as required under 


California labor laws. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants as follows: 
1. Reinstatement or, if reinstatement is not feasible, front pay; 
2 Back pay and compensation for lost wages, including unpaid wages and reimbursement for 
fees associated with the Akimbo debit card payments; 
3. Compensatory damages for emotional distress; 
4. Additional damages for wrongful termination, retaliation, and age discrimination as 


determined by the Court; 


5. Attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in bringing this action; 
6. Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest as permitted by law; and 
7. Any other relief the Court deems just and proper. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury on all causes of action so triable. 


DATED: November 11, 2024 


2 Nackett 
Dylaf# Hackett 


Attorney for Plaintiff; Yolanda 
Soledad Sullon 
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